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Qproducfs with developmenfal.agfivifles.

" System (SHAPES)

CONCEPTUAL BASIS. FOR _SHAPES

~ . 3 -~ ~
F

)

Whatever the setting, .much of the procegs that takes place in community
activities does not easily lend itself to " systematic observation.and
analysrs. Situations dre uncontrolled and data are hard to collect at
the time. The task of lnfegraflna the worker's experience ,in order to

acquire some undersfandfﬁg from it, is dl{fiCU'f even under fhe best of ~
circumstances. . : - N >

I~ L »

N

The sysfem described in the fol!owing pages is. a8 response to the need to
develop a way of docuﬁénflng, rationalizing and evaluaflno the process - °
leading up-to programs and other task oriented acflvitJes. This approach
allows for the develoﬁhenf and’ evaluaflon of intermediate goals without
waiting the accomplishment of end goals (producfs) to measure suctess. At
the same time it provides a means of correlafing the occurrance of such

—A\ -y

Three assumptions.provide the basus for fhe Shared Prbcess Evalaaflon .
‘ v , o
- by
I.  Human acflvify related to need fulflllmenf can be .

described and broken into phases. ‘-
A

2. .This activity takes place in.g number of fields ) ‘
{consiging of individuals or groups) which have’

specific characteristics. These fields can and Yo

operate independently of one another, but when they ~.
come In contact a potential for shared~§cflvify arlises.

Fed .

3. Whether this potential is achieved depends on the ability
of the fields to match the phase of activity they are in, and to
find commonal ity wifhln that phase. _ , Ny

)

A process analysis of the acfnvufles shared by dlfferenf fields, then, can
be seen as an analysis of an inte~active situation. SHAPES defines an

interaction as functional if the potential for shared activities is - -
achieved, and provides a method to analyse the process of -interaction.

A . ’
This analysis needs to result in a d%sp}ay which accemplishes two things: -
* . h — o ,‘?- ':
a) organizes a variety of activities into a cofierent
framework, where it is difficult or impossible fo ,

'+ control various elements; and s J
*\ b) as a result, allows one fo make judgements about the 5 -
N\ timing and nature of one's infervenflons to facillfafe .
\ positive oufcomes. g

. v
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To achieve thése two fhlngs, such a dlsplay must show the relative positions

of varfous actors (fields) vis a vis one another (spakte), and do so over fhe :

_perlod of the project (time).

Fields

e

F

Y

The actors or filelds in any situation can be classified. in fol*-different
ways (See page .9 ). Although these classifications have different
characteristics fhey are represented In any activity by one point of vlew
and stance af any given. flme. . ”
The fields are in a constant state of activity which is relafedn conSC|ously
or unconscnously, to need fulfiliment,

uEbases' S -

.

’

This activity has been analysed in a number of different ways. The present
SHAPE system uses a six phase analysis (see page |9) but is adaptable o the
use. of other analyses provided they actually reflect reality and the necessary
insfrUmenfaflon is carried out.

{

Activity is cycllcal over ftme, one phase of activity arises out of another

and -flows into activity thaf follows.

comes in contact with other fields only sporadically.

potential for shared activity exists.

‘Edch fleld, while active at all times,

When this happens
However, it does not automatically

take place.

It is dependent upon the ability of the fields Involved to match

up, The assumption is that a developmental process takes place which, if

successful, allows fields to share activity toward common objectives.

Critical Incigents

}:-3 E} - .-
~N g i’ =

In order to trace the path of a projeé

. identify the important events (critica

. resylt is a series of stop-action pictures of the

through time it is necessary to
incidents) that occurred during

its coursé.. when this has been done it is possible to-display the
intgraction of the fields and thelr positions relative to one another
durnng the project by using a descriptive matrix {(see page 30 ). The
1§¢afe Interaction
between fields at different ‘points i. the processi¢ Nheé?ihe pictures are
assembled on a time line the whole process can bg@fTaceH and if necessary,
specific outcomes or obJecflves which are achieved can 5e correlafed with
points on the timé |ine. . : ,é . .

.
-




EVALUAT ION PROCESS T .

)

™,
_ This evaluatjon sysfem,was developed for use in community development

“projects, but™is also designed to be appllcable to various. types of
shared activities which occur over time with a group of people. It can
be used as a'post facto evaluation of an entir® project, as a diagnostic
evaluation of part of a project or as a technique assisting people to
analyze their shared pefceptions about their progress as a groun. This
system can be used to test 'any theory which consists. of reasonably .
definable and describable phases in an educative procéss. The process

, does/not have to be linear. One of the benefits of this system is that
’If can be used to identify cycllcal processes and pafferns wnfhln an -

13

ix illustrated by the flow chac;-found~on pages 4 and 5.~ . -

-

entire process. e o - - i -

The evaiuation process require§ five basic s{bps. This process is ‘-« .

E3

First, theaprolject is Uéiquely described and data gathered
wh:ch support this description. This description generally
inchudes statements about the original problem situation and
conditions of the community prior to the project, the overall
goals of the project, the activifies, and the general outcomes.

. » )
‘Second, the Fields involved are identified and described.” The’
description includes both the identity of the Flelds, code letters,
and the unique characteristics of. their involvement with the project.

Third, the field worker Is interviewed and the Critical Incident$
in the |ife of the project are identified and described. The
description includes the activities .which led up to it, the
Critical Incident Itself, and the activities and outcomes which
followed it. |f a product or outcome from one Critical Incident
is used in another at a later time, this is also noted In the
.description. The Critical Incidents are then organized along
a time-line, The field worker is then asked to provide data from
' which a Phase designation for each Critical Incident can be made.
Fourth, the Fields are interviewed individually and asked to
identify and describe Critlcal Incidents. Each Field is then
asked to assist with Phase designation fdr those incidents

described as critical. This designation should reflect the
point of view of that Field regardlng the activities occurring
at fhaf time., . ‘ .

-

Fifth, the data collected are plotted on descrlpflve matrices.

The three variables involved -- Fields, Critical Incidents, ‘and
Phases -~ can be plotted to assist three. anadyses: Patterns of

Fleld participation (Matrix A); patterns -of shared’ change (Mafrlx B);
and patterns of Indlvrﬁual Field change CMafrlx ci.

3 .
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FLOW CHART (conti)
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. 1

- DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT |

N K3
Y
~

f .

t
a

Each project needs to be yniquely described. The initial description
might include statements from the.field workers about the original
problem situation and conditions within the community, the overall
goals of the project, the general relafionship of the field workers

’ " to the project, the problem-solving processes used, the change
orientation ‘of the field workers, the change targets selected,

The materials used in describing a project may come from many sources,
but might include minutes and records of -meetings; newspaper accounts
of the project; a personal description from a ommunity observer
such as newspaper/radip-TV personnel; demographic data; published

. ~  material related to the project; descrlpflons‘oi other events which
occurred during the project and which were indi ‘ectly related to It,
such as municipaj‘@lecflons, bond issues, city council events, etc.

‘ As one example of the kind of data which might DS collected, 3
demographic data sheet has been provided. This was used in a south-
western U.S. town of approximately 30Q0 resldenfs\and would need
to be changed to fit the community in which %t &a% 1o be used.

Th}s‘descriéfive material is useful in chsfructing an ovetrall time
"frame from the Critical Incidents and provides a general orientation
. to the entire project.

the action goals selected, the qpsuing events, .and the general outcomes. *
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Project Code

Degograph!c Information

SAMPLE ONLY

LY

» -

~

[

Respondénfs name & poslfton'

Fd

. date
| Community name R K Pop&Lafilﬁ‘ : '
) Mexican - '
Population breakdown: white % black % American -9
American Indian £ Oriental £ -Puerto Rican _- ¢
Age breakdown: under 24 £ 24-64 $65 . %
Il Size of Work Force Unemp loyed 2
- "
Employment: Agriculture ¢ Manufacturing . °~ - f
Public Employ % Other " 1
_ . List major employers:-in the community, ) . '
Median family Income $ - , '
Less than $2,000.__ - 4 $2,000. - $2,999. _ 4.
$3,000. - $3,999, % $4,000. - $9,999." ¢
Over $10,000. \

Number of persons recéeiving
2
¢ of total popujation

-

% .- . .t

aid of some kind ) :

11" Briefly describe the form of local government

°

3 % of personsover 65 , ]

[

-




.

E

<., P ~o \l #- ’ . «
. 1V «Briefly.describe the heaith services avallable In the commy »” L
. . 5 “ ) [ . X
1 4 - ’ v o
S - T - - - .
b - 4 v 3 . 1
st private agencies: q b ' . )
v - 1
List State & Federal agencjes reprosented in.the community
s . ° ’ - 4
. ’ < . “ v e i . .
’ List and indicate nearest major fradln‘g‘gnfres: : - .
L% M P Y * - -’, y
* . : . N AW T ’;‘Q
Indicate type of publlg transportation avaifable:
. t ; - , - . ' - .l ) 73
Are there .arg unique characteristics of this community that would help us to
3 C ¥ P
S * “
understand it? _ b,
. ) L ") .' - e ‘ . R
" -
N ’ . v . . : R
e, > N P . . "
. B t LA ’ ‘
T4 o , f -
0 . > ;: . , ‘_ - .
, » ."‘ . l ; . - >
Al ; ,
ol R . THANK. YOU. | . -, -
P) . ’ s . / . . , \

RIC

-

Voﬂf\/g patterns: Republican - ¥ Democrat

I3

-
\

_Number of .registered vofers -, ° '

a

33

¢ Other- -

. *Voted in last election __*
.." -“ - . . N . . M

- v

*

N ’

° N
. by

N .
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DEFINITION OF FIELD3 ,
‘There are four categories of Fields: individuals, small homogehous .
groups, communities, and institutions. , o . //

. e < e
An individual Is considered to.be @ Fleld when operating within the
process without constraints from a group. An -individual can also be
a component within another Fteld. When categorized as a part of |
another Field the individual may, help develop the characteristics .
of that Field and accommodate to that Field in some way.

" A small group.is consideréd to be a field when that group acts in

coricert within the process. This cohesiveness Is a factor which @
allows for unity of action toward common goals.
C % .

A community is considered to be a Field when there is some sense of
common identity for one reason or another. The individual members
would have a super-ordinate goal which produces a strong binding
force on‘#he various individuals and groups within the community.

An institution Is considered to be a Field when it can Se/Gefined as «
an actor in 'some situations and where it consciously moves toward the .
implementation of some goals in a consistent manner. In most cases, ‘
an institution will be represented by individuals who may or may not
. experience conflict-between institutional*.and’personal goals.

. ]

Major and Supportive Fields

As each Field is nOMiﬁafed, the nominator. will be asked to designate it .
as a major Field or a supportive Field. A major Field is considered to ‘

be- one which fulfills at least one of the following criteria:
' ’

a. The field has been consistently and influentially involved
in the project over a period of time. This criterion
includes both Influential participation and regularity | C
and/or high frequencL of participation. .

a ,

¢

‘ b. The field is seen as being essential to the success or_

fallure of the project. Although such a fie'id may Intervene o
. only once, that interventlon is viewed as critical by other - ,
. "~ fields. : , .

L - e

A supportive fleld is considered to be-one which meets the following.
criterion: has been consistently involved In the project over a period
of time, and is less influenfial. .
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3

IDENTIFICAT ION OF FIELDS -

The fields are Identi®ied in the following manner:

|. Exterral knowledgeables are asked to Identify the major internal
knowledgeables. External knowledgeables are defined as those
persons whose major activities occur outside the project being
evaluated, and who have general knowledge of the community and project.
, Internal knowledgeables are defined as fhose persons who have partici-
pated In the project, and who would be expecfed 10 have defauled
knowledge of the community and project.

2. The internal knowledgeables are asked to identify the Fieldg""™
involved in the projett and to deslqnafe these as major Fields or

supportive Fields. , LT -

I
“

) A .

3. The list of nominated Fields is then compiled and rank ordéred by
number- of major nominations. The Fields are interviewed in
descending order of |mporfance "As each Field is interviewed, at
the end of each interview he/she is asked to make his/her own
nominations and to designate these nominations as major Fields or
supportive Fi€lds, These resulting nominatidns 'are added to the
compiled list and the updated Flsf is used to choose the next person

to be interviewed. . -
£

© 4, As the interviews progress; fhe ma jor Fields sho!ﬁg be d|V|ded Ihfo

four groups: )
i) those receiving two or more major nominations from other ma jor
Fields. These constitute the core or A group of Pieids

ii) those rece13Q%q at least one major nomination. f;om fheii?group.
These constitute the B group of Fields. e

iii) those receiving major nominations from other sources. These
constitute the O group of Fields.

iv) fieldworkers identified as major Fields should be plaqed

in aseparate or W group of Fields.

T

b L4

. ' ¢ y
F. The infervuewing process is terminated when all Fields within the

A, B, and W groups have beer’ interviewed. As many of the O group
are interviewed as time permits and supportive Fields do not need
to be interviewed. ) . N

6.. From the“Field Nomination cards an updated, compiled list of Fne!ds
Is kept as a tentative'master list of Fields. This list will. change
as a result of each fnfervlew but it is necessary to keep this
updated list in order to determine when the Interviewing process
can ‘be terminated. ' . ’

’

by o«



7: A final master list~of Fields is then compiled and a code assigned
to each major Field as follows:

a) All major Fields are given a code of two letters.

b) The second letter indicates thetField grouping as follows:

»

W indicates Field workers; F

A indicates the Core or A group; .
‘B indicates the B group; and
0 indicates the 0 group.

c) The first letter is assigned wtihin each of the four groups,
beginning with A and proceeding in order through to Z.

Thus, the first Field worker would be assigned the code AW.

8. |If a Field is identifled as having acted both as an ‘Iindividual and
as a part of a larger .group or institutional Field, it is important
. to assign two separate codes, one for the individual Field and one o
- for the group Field. If an individual is identified as having r
actfed solely as a member of ? group. Field, only the Group needs n .

to be assigned a code. }

-

" 9. For the final analysis of data, only major Fields are plotted on

. 'the descriptive matrices. , . . .
- . . [ | R

References: ' . . . .

”® n
Ronald C. Powers "power actors and social change (Parts 1 and 11)"
Journal of Cooperative Extension, 1967, vol. 5,
pp. 153 - 163 and 238 - 248 -

Richard L. Teague "Community power and social change: A case for social
action with implications for occupational education” ,
Center for Occupational Education, North Carolina - ¢ '
State University, Raleigh, North Carolina, 1969
(ED 055 223) , v

J. L..Tait, J. M. Bohlen, G. M. Beal, and G. E. Klonglan
"pPower structures In five rural midwestern American
communitles" Paper presented to the Third World Congress .
for Rural Soclology, Baton Rouge, Loulsiana, August 22-27
1972 (ED 066 261) - '
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recorded down the right side of. the back of .the card. ;

. C 12,

. INSTRUMENTS FOR FIELD IDENTIFICATION

Ao ' N ) 'J.
E{&1d Nomination-Card - ; o . ' .

This card is used to ga+her nominations and information from each person
interviewed. Nominationg for major Flelds and sapporfive Fields are
récorded on the front of the card. Information regarding the involvement
of the Fleld being Interviewed i§ﬁQQQQEQed'éﬁ”fhetback_gi_Ig$?gard.. If
the Field being interviewed has withdrawn from the project, Ts-useful '
to record the date and reason for withdrawal. (See page 13 ).

when all ‘interviews have been completed and code letters assigned the
nominations received by the interviéwed Field from other Fields are
This card is also used to gather nominations from external and internal
knowledgeables at the beginning of the Field identification process.

.,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

< - - ,
1 .
' * N »
Front View . ¢
FIELD NOMINATION CARD , <~ T
Project ‘Code - ) Neme of Respondent _ “
Card _of ___ cords ( Nowe of Interviever
* Name of Fleld ~  Group Affillation, Flald deslgnation
SO & ‘ Pajor ?  Supportive
A - — ¥
e ¢ o <. Y N
\ +
. & }
4.
- £y
i
N -
- - _ e
-~
- - .
Q:. %/ ¢
. . Back View . - .
. ~ ~ : - .
: 1. What was the nature of your Invoivement In the pro’ocﬁ Code letter assigned
. . ' ‘Nom'na?ed by
% Mo jor Supportive
* 2, Were you a member of 8 coemlttes?
hold an offlce?
3, When did you first become Invoived in the project? - .
jar - AN
"« )
L
4. What caused you to enter the prajject? '
- . - //
5, Are ycu still Invoived? v -
” ’ LY ‘L ’
. 6. If you ere not stili Invoivad, what coused ybu P
3 to end your Involveeent? When? i -
; ¢
i e .
Vv F
¢ .
. 1
4 . -
. 49




- LI ' 14,
\ . \.f - - ~
Master List of Flelds Card ' — v
This card is used to record the complled and continuously updafed .
list of major Fields.. Several updated lists may need to be made before
the Inferviewlng process has been complefed .
™ The flnal“masfer Mst 15 completed at fhe end of *I'he intervigwing
process. Code letters are assigned on compleﬂon of the final [ist. .
e i
P M « 3_ ”)«"-;:“M:; . L
. ‘ ] o X
. ’ Front § Vie ;
) . VASTER LIST omusws CARD m
Project, Code . { -, .
Cord " of ___ cards . . 3
- : s
FleJd Workers - Group W _Group B ™ h ] Group O
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DEFINITION OF CRITICAL INCIDENT '

An*‘incident is. defined ‘as an observable human activity which is sufflclenfly
welt dlfferenflafed to permit description and inferences to be made by:
participants and observers. To 'be a,Critical Incident the event must be

_Jjudged as essentlal to the c0nffnuaflon of the project or as representing

a choice polnt in the history of the project. The participant or
observer should be able to describe what happened bgfore the incident,
what occurred during the Incident, what the ouchmes or products were,r and
what happened followlng the lncldenf

[4
IDENTIF|CATION OF CRITICAL INCIDENTS

L)

The Crlfléal Incidenfs of a project are identified as follows:

’

. A tentative List of Crlf1ca| Incidents is develeped by interviewing

the ma jor internatl 'knowledgeables. ' Ihis preliminary description . g

ghould separate ‘feelings and perceptions about the incident from
the basic facts about it. The facts elicited should include:

. \
{(a) Time, date and place;

(b) Fields Involved and their funcflons or roles;

(c) Factual descripflon of what happened before, during
and after the incident;

-

1  (d) Oufcomes declscons, or visible products of the incident;
and )

w
. 4 ”

(e) Ou¢ébmes/pro&bcfé.u5ed before or during this Incident.
which were the result of a previous incident.
o .4 ’

. These data from each Célflcal Incident are recorded on a Critical

\ Incident card. .

2
; (

[ 4
-

. jThese Cplfical Incidenf cards'are then arranged afong a time line.

ﬁ): ThlS process is the same @%r each ‘Interviewed Field. 1f a Field
4

"% ‘lgéntities a Critical Incidenf which has already been identified,
stthe new data is added to the Critical Incident card already created.

tf a new Critical Incident is Identified, then a new Critical
Incident gard is created. ‘ ’ . -

e \
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i
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INSTRUMENTS TO RECORD CRITICAL INCIDENTS

Critical ‘Incident Card - . -
'As each new critical Incident is Identified by.the respondent,

a new card is used to describe that incident. The time, date and
place are indicated in*the upper right-hand corner; the name of
the incident in the upper left-hand corner. A short factual
description of the incident ls obtained; and «a I1st of the Fields
lnvolved & & _

As each Fleld lnfervlewed designates a phase for thig tncldenf |
a note of the Field, the phase identified and the instrument used
to make the phase designa+lon is made on the back of the card.
Note that not all the Fields’ identified as having been involved
in a particular Critical Incident. will identify the incident as
critical from their point of view.. However, each Field who does
identify an incident as critical should be asked to. deslgnafe a
phase for that lnqldenf .

23
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THEORET ICAL PHASE MODEL ’
Y -

P @»i . g

s . . 3

We assume that most change processes can be viewed as occurring in

a series of phases of human activity. Each practitioner and researcher
has a favorite model which describes observable activities and
translates these activities into an abstract conceptualization or
general ization of the process. The theoretical model may assume a
series of developmental stades which-are hierarchical in nature; a
series of recurring cycles or patterns of actiyity which are : .
epigenetic in nature; or a set of activities which can occur in Fe
.sequence, in parallel, or in a multiple combination of* somettype. " ;

The SHAPES system demands only‘that the phases be describable

in such a manner that the distinctions between bhases are ST e
relatively clear.. Evaluators may therefore replace any of the phases” .
described in this document with their own phases, descriptions, and v ,

instruments. :

The model we ‘have chosen to consider is one which describes the
community development process from the point of view of a community

, change agent. The model was developed over several years of
practical observation and experience. '
The 'mode! presently has six phases. The first is a preliminary phase )
which describes a set of conditions rather than a set of activities. .. :

The Pre-1dentificatiofi. of Needs phase is a reactive, non-change - —
phase during which people react to some condithen or :situation within
thelr community, but make no shared attempt to alter the situation.

.

are basically thinking phases. They involve problem¢solving and
decision-making without the actual implementation of'any action steps
designed to change the state of affairs within the community. These
activities are shared ones and require that. community people come
together to act in concert. The activities may involve action steps

: necessitated by the activity involved én each phase, but their overall.
effect is that they are preliminary. to the main action phase. We
assume that these three phases occur in recurring cycles, without a
hierarchical sequence and, further, that all three phases must be
resolved prior to the majocd9cflon phase.

The next three phaées (Need ldentification, ObJGC*iV? Setting, Planning) ‘

s

The next phase constitutes the change'or Action phase In which the
intended change or action stép is implemented as a shared effort , A ,
to effect change. within the communify. ° . . ) kw
The final phase describes an Evaluative or judging phase which follows : © -
and/or accompanies the Action-phase. This phase is not reactive in the . ..,
. .sepse of being a static condition, but rather is reactive in a dynamic -
4 ongding way. When the Evaluztive phase accompanies the Action phase .
) i+ involves continuous reassessment of the action steps leading to o,
adjustment. When [t follows thé Action phase, it involves comparing . s
the, new set of conditions with the old and measuring progress made
toward the Intended goal. : .

.
-

o A brief summary of the model follows. ' ¢ . )
. ’" \ : . . }A ” ‘ N . ' - }
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L ‘PHASES IN QOMMUN!T? DEVELOPMENT MODEL . T
Phase |: Pre Identification of Needs Qi .. Ve f - .
[
co ) The Flelds are acflng more or less randomly in, resppnse to whaT =
o - Is happeriing in the communffy "There Is mueh reactive testing
2 behawior which’ is often’linked to overt problems and is ofTen S
L assumed to caused by those problems. This assumption may
. turn out to be Inacgurate on close Inspecflon
Phase 2: Need Idenflfuca#lon ‘ .- ‘ . i?
‘Eﬁ' The Fie[d§~begtn to conSCQbusly identi fy needs and problems from ‘ '

their own point of view. These perspectives are shared with other .
; _Fields, Effective sharing means that the Fields are able to re{'ﬁ
some agreement, on what the problems and/or needs actually .are.

-t

-~ Phase 3: Objective Setting

LA JOncL the problems and/or needs have been identified, the potential
-4 arjses for seTflng objectives. General objéctives might determine
) directions to be taken in planning. Specific objectives might
determine potential solutions or stratggies to be used in
v ' v pursuung Thesé directions. B
_Phase 4: Plannlng

. 'The actual planning for action takes place. The action plan -

’ grows out of the directions; strategies and potential solutjons.
Planning chlvlfles may include obtaining the co-operation of
new Fields, consideration of alternative plans, assessment of
resources, requlred for the proposed action, commitment of

_ - those resources on the parT of Fields controlling them,

- publicity and other campaigns to solicit support of the larger

community, and final commitment of the Flnlds involved to

the agreed- plan i?—aCTIOH

-

[ 4

Phase 5: Action . .
The planned activity occurs. This phase may involvé. the delegation \

of authority to one or two Fields to manage the planned activity.
These Fields are then responsible to monitor the day-to-day
acti¢ities 'and problems, to make adjustments as seems necessary,
and to r'eport back to the planning Fields on progress made.

Phase 6: Assgssment and Monitoring of Effects

The assgssment of effects of fheAp!anned actlvity are reported

back to #he Fi Ids both during and followlng the time o# the

planned acti . -
» . .

References:

Terry Patterson "Spatial and }empOral analysis of group- functions:
Alcategorization system for anaiysis of community activities."

- ' Unpubl i shed manuscrlpT Toronfo, Ontario: Addiction
ey Research Foundatjon,, 1974, {(Project H 130; Subsidy No. 603). °
‘ ‘ o . ’
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’ INSTRUMENTS USEP IN PHASE, | DENT I F ICAT ION .

{

'Three Instruments were designed for use In-identifying Phases:

a Q-sort of 30 cards; a Probe Sheet; and agsef'of Phase Description
Cards. Each Instrument describes the behawfors and/or activities -
wKich might be observed during each of the 6ix Phases of the. &
community development model . . .

s

€

Q-Soﬁ%

This consists of 30 §fafem9nfs,,fiv3 for eaah Phase of .the model. Egch
statement is placed on a card. AkIJSO cards can.be used or a sub-set
of 12 cards, 2 for each Phase, may be used. “The cards are shuffled
and given to the respondent who is-asked to do two sorts on them:

Step |. All the cards are sorted into two piles: those which
describe what was happening and those which do not describe
what was happening. . L

-

Step 2. The cards sorted into the pile of those things which describe
what was happening was gorted a second time. This time they
are sorted into three'piles: (A) those which are most like ’ '
what was happening (at least | card and not more than 3 cards);
(B) those which are somewha® similar to what was happening e
(at least 2 cards and not more than 5 cards); and (C) those
which are least |ike w@af was happenlﬁg (the remainder).

The~resp0ndenf may do this sort in any manner which will result In
+he final set of three qlles.

The evaluator then assigns a score on the following basis:

(a) If there is a majorlfy in pile A, that Phase is qeslgnafed as
the major Phase. The minor Phase Is assigned as the plurality
in pile B.

(b) |f there Is no majority in pile A, then piles A ‘and B are combined.
—.._ |f there is a majority in the combined set and that majority
is represented by at least one card from pile A, then that Phase
is designated as the major Phase. The minor Phasg is assigned
from the next: highest plurallty (there should be at least one
card for this designation). ‘

(c) If a major Phase cannot be designated an alternate method for
.identifying the phase Is used.

Note: The scoring system is represented by the flow chart diagram
+ on page 23, s

L[4
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R T Q-SORT, STATEMENTS , ,
PR . R '
. Phase Statement - ‘ ’ ’ .
. | * Nobody was’ | istening to anyone else
| * . Nothing was happening . o L

| - There was.quite a bit of outside pressure to do something . ' -
-« -
. Nobody wanted to come to grips with anything

1 ) _ There was a lot of arguing . !

v

2% ¥e bégan to see seyeral problems where before“we had only.éeen one
2% We looked at thdse Th!ngstln our community that needed changing

2 ) Everybody's opinions were-considered -

2 . ¥We looked at the community to see what it was really like

We were frying t+o understand the causes of our problems

k4

0 3* Particular things we wanted to do became clear
3% We agreed on what our focus should be '
' e knew.we could move on when: everyone had agreed ‘} /(
We agreed on where we wanted to go - '
3- Ye set ogf some general ideas of what we wanfedhfo have happen
4* . Many people helped plan the acflvlf!es ) :f - 0
4% We spent a lot of time planning” fhe detalls of our projecf

We looked at differdnt activities which might meet our goals

We made sure we had the resources we needed to ‘get the project fintsheg

4 We developed some strategies for dealing with unforeseen problems
S5* Everybody helped with the activities . ‘ .
5% - Things were really moving

Once things got started we had to handle a lot of minor problems
We were carrying out our commitment s

5 Rart of the project was keeping in touch with everyone Involved
6* It was satisfying to know that we had done a good job
. 6* We talked about what had happened 2s a result of our project

You could see that our project had changed fhings in the community

N Things sure were different

’

Later on we were able to draw some conclusions about our project

* Theke cards may be used as a small deck of Q-sort cards

@  NOTE: All coding should go on the back of each card 29
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Probe Sﬁef \ ) ’ Id
The probe sheet consists of a series of questions which were developed
from the statements used on the Q-sort cards. These questions may

be used as probe guestions by the evaluator at those times when the
respondent's description of the Critical Incident is a clear description
of one particutar Phase. , To avoid any personal bias the evaluator

might wish to ask at least ohe additlonal question from the Phases
that preceed and follow the Phase felt to be described.

Each probe sheet should be used for oniy one Critical Incident and
one respondent. These should be indicated in the upper right-hand ‘
corner. The questions which are answered in the affirmative should
be marked in the box provided. The evaluator should alsc indicate
the questions asked which received a negative answer by writing "No"
beside the box. k

24,




" PROBE SHEET
Critlcal- Incident

Respondent

Was there any PRESSURE FROM OUTSIDE peOple/agencies?
Were people LISTENING t¢@ each other?

Did it seem as |f- NOTHING WAS HAPPENING?

‘Were people AVDIDING coming to grips with fhingé?
Was there a lot of *ARGUING?

nooon

Did peopfe look at the COMMUNITY to see what It was REALLY TIKE?
Did you look at things in the communlty that NEEDED .CHANGING?
DId you begin to UNDERSTAND THE CAUSES of your problems?

Did you begin to SEE MORE PROBLEMS than you had seen at first?
was EVERYBODY'S OPINION considered? . -

Gt
OIS G

onnoon

A
Did you set out some general ideas of WHAT YO WANTED ‘TO HAPPEN?
Did you AGREE ON A FOCUS? |
did you AGREE ON WHERE YOU WANTED TO GO? g
was i+ CLEAR YOU OOULD MOVE ON when everybody has agreed?
DId the things you WANTED TO DO BECOME CLEAR? :

S~

poonoao

Did you 'look at DIFFERENT ACTIVITIES which might meet your goals?
Did you assess the RESOURCES NEEDED to get the project flnished?
Here the ACTIVITIES PLANNED with many people helping?
Dtd you spend time planning the DETAILS OF THE PROJECT?

. Did you DEVELOP STRATEGIES for dealing with unforeseen problems?

noaon

DId you keep EVERYONE IN TOUCH with the project?
Did many people HELP WITH THE ACTIVITIES?

Did you have a lot of MINOR PROBLEHS to-handle after starting?
Did you feel that this was CARRYING OUT YOUR COMMITMENT? .
Did you feel that THINGS ‘WERE REALLY MOVING? N

ooood

~

Looking back, WERE THINGS DIFFERENT?

Did you TALK ABOUT THE RESULTS of the proJecf?

were you feellng SATISFIED AT THE RESpLTS of the job?
Had the project CHANGED THINGS IN aH% COMUNITY?

Did you DRAW CONCLUSIONS about the project?

o , - &

UU DO
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Phase Description Cards (PDC) P

*  This instrument consists of six cards; each of which describes the
activities, feelings and behaviors of community people during one

‘of the six Phases of the community development mcdel. The evaluator
may ask the respondent to read all six cards and "select the most
appropriate one; or hand the resoonden? the card which appears to be
fmost descriptive and ask if that descr!pflon %£its the Incident

being discussed. ~7s ﬁj

-1
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. PHASE' DESCRIPT ION "STATEMENTS

1]
4 » < 3

- Phase |* 1 . - ' ws R
e . , R . . - .

Our group was responding more of less randomly to what was, happening
in the community. We reacted to what we assumed were gur problems.
There seemed to be much flme spent in'defending’our pos:f!cns,

. avoiding confrontations, accepting opinions ncrlflcalty, not
following~-up on ideas or agreements, and nof%gef?lng unvolved
Energy seemed to be spread ouf and dlsorganlzed.

Phase 2 N

We began consciously @, identify our needs and ‘problems from our own

point of view. We shared these with other groups and sought out

their points of view. In this way we got different views of the

problems and iearned who agreed and who disagreed with us.. We becan

to trust each other more and to work 2s 2 team. There appeared to

be a great deal of negotiating and cbnsulflng within the community. - .
Energy stili appeared disorganized but we were making affempfs-

___to focus it on_the probiem.

3

— - r- -

v

t

Phbse 3 .- ) '
The qr§up was erigaged in estabiishing directions, working out
sfra?ggies, and setting gdals whi€h we hoped would meet our needs
and solve our problems. 'We had disagreements &bout things but
seemed to be able to work them out most of the time.. We did not
spend much time setting goals because we were in a hurry to move on
to more important things. There appeared to be a good deal of

, col laborating, co-operating and compromising among various
.community groups. Energy was now organized and unlfied as we
focused on the ultimate solution. we felt a sense of urgency" .
to get moving. ’

’

*Ajl codlng'shOUld go on the back of the cards. Do not indicate
Phase,on front of cards,

.
. . 0

.
.
.{ [
N -

.
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" X

e

We worked o obtain the co-ope Tﬂoq of other community and outside
_— qroups. We decided what we- wouﬁd nedd for our project and we

- - obtained consent to use these, ¢e$ou es from those who controlled .
. them. We publicized our acf!vlny‘ en we had finalized our plans
. we found that we were committed té ¥hé project. Several specialized
+ groups became involved at this time.; erqy seemed to increase
. . as we moved toward the beginning of eur\ lanned activity and
\;“JL' appeared to be more unified and focused han ever,,
i 3 C e ‘ z
< -« ‘-_:% . !
. A .
- ot |
. ) E Y
" TPhasg 5 . . Tk

Y

The planned activities were underway., Our group, delegated the
authorify to manage these activities to one or two individuals

or a small qroup. These people were responslee for administering
the plan, monltoring the day-to-day prob | ems which arose, and

making on-the~-spot adjustments as seemed necessary, They kept

all of us informed about the progress ot The préjjett and called us
in for consultation whenever necessary. There appeared to be a
great deal of ac*ive response to our activity, Enéjgv seemed to be
¢« concentrated in moving fhe project along.

~
RN Y Y (TN
]
s

Phase 6 Y e T AR
Qur group assessed tHe effects of our olanned acflvifies. We reporfed
- back the results to other interested groups in the community.

"+ We were oarflcularly interested in whether the project had met our
objecfaves and solved our problems, and in the Impact (sometimes

- unexpected). There appeared to be a purposefulness in what we )
. were doing. ‘We could see things that had been left undone but, there :
ﬁ ‘was a sense of havinq comp leted somefhinq

5
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. . “We have found four visual displays to be useful in ordering fhe dafh. IR
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! |. Patterns of Fleld °‘rflc1pation (Ma?rtx AY, T T
2. Patterns of Shared Change (Matrix B). . .o .
3, Patterns b¥_lﬁqividua{-Chan§e (Matrix C). o . 1
4, Time-Liﬁé Display of Critical Incidents.
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Matrix A: Patterns of Field Participation

» .

The purpose of thls matrix Is'.to d - lay the Critical Incident in each Phase M
by Fleld. To do this we form a mav % which hés a row for each Field and
a column for each Phase. Into the appropriate resulting squares we

- enter, the relevant Critical Incigent numbers.

- , - -

’
-

Example I

MATRIX A . o,
~  PATTERMS OF FIELD PARTICIPATION °
- s
Entor Critical Inclidents in \
appropriate colls of matrix
. .
< , ’
2 .
4 >~
o c
Phases 2 -E
: 5 | s ¥ g
s ° e 2 e g g s
T g = bl ] 5 A B
Fields ‘E z § g 2 : s : a 3 .
c 9 2 = 8 & & 2 25é :
Fleld Xorker AW i, 2 3
Mgyor BA b, 2 3
¢ -
Gas Station ‘
. Operator 88 3 ‘ j i ‘
B V:‘ ‘-.l -
. “ + -~
etc, . ¢ .
L
. / . iy

\\

- ~

In our example the field worker and the fmayor have both Identified
the first two incidents as critical and representative-of the AN .-

Pre-ldentification of Needs Phase. Since there Is no'plot for the ',
gas statlion operator he was either not present during these Incidents -

or did not judge them to be critical. All three Fields Judged ' = <

the thlrd incident as critical and representative of the Need. . = .. 'L'w’

Assessment Phase. This process is continued until all of the -

Critical Incidents have been gjoffed for each Field, "The matrix ‘- Ty

now indicates how many and which Fields are involved in each Phase oL,

of the activity. This display tells us who was invo|ved and what X NN
, happened but it does not teil us why it happemed. - s T

The information about who is involved at what Phases may assist the - N

tleld worker in identifying weak spots in the ongoing activities. - <7

It could also be used to assist the fleld vorkers to understand
what is occurring as a result of their own patterns of participation.

I+ may be advantageous to combine similar Fields for this matrix.

Ffor example, all field workers from one agency could be combined as

one Field; all community citizens serving on the city council

could be combined as one if this seems appropriate; and so on. / )
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Matrix B: Pafferns of Shared Chanqe . .
~ The' purpose of thls matrix is To dlsplay the Field in each Phase
by-Critical Incident: .To do this we form a matrix which has a -
row for each Critical Incident and a column' for -each Phase. '
Into the appropriate resultjng squares we enter the’ relevan+ g
Field - codes « g :
> - ) e ‘.’ . .
- - <
Example 2. : WATRIX . 8 ;- :
A v
’ , ~ PATTERNS OF"SHARED CHANGE ‘
’ & i Enter Fleld codos in - S,
v sppropriste colls of matrix
p
§ 2 » ] +
3 § :
‘ E 'v» -§ 2 . o - § ?
g 3 |7 e21-2 e | B o .
T2 o "€ ¢ = H L .8 2
e . g S I % 2 % -
& & % , 2 - o v o 2 <goa
_ )
S ™ ‘
S m :
<
9 L z
‘W M '
2.2 . B B
- - A
% 4 av .
) o o
‘:\ etc. )
o S TR .
g ok R

- '] o
_When complefed the matrix lndlca#es a pattern of progress Tgrou_?~, %%g“
the Phases of the community development model. |f progress is -
Iinear and-sequential the pattern should move from upper left to ' .
‘lower right. |f progress is cyclical the pattern should move In )
wave fashion from upper left to lower right. _If one Fleld moves .

into Phase |-and in doing so, moves away from.the major. group of

‘ Fields, the potential for conflict increases. A Field in this .

posuflon is {iable to leave the projéct for negaflve reasonigg'
to create conflict within the project.

The patterns derived from this matrix are & useful dlaqnosflc took '
for both the fleld workers and the communlfy people. A static
pa#fern may indicate the need for some ¢atalytic intervention. ‘

® A pattern which moves too quickly-to an Action Phase may indicate

that not -enough time or thought has been glven over to problem- .

solving ‘or decision-making. |f the Fields do not move fogether ..
‘from one phase to the next, this may indicate that activity . .
shartng is minimal. _ ‘ ; '

This matrix may also be exbanded to include a brief description
of each Critical Incident .ahd of The outcomes, declslons, or
visible products of fhaf incident.

» s
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PATTERNS OF SHARED CHANGE . -
. Enter Meld codes in
 appropriate cells of matrix
c
2
';. c \
Phases S 5 . .
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t o 2 2 o § =
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Matrix C: .Patterns of Individual Change

The purpose of this matrix is to display the Phase of each Critical
Incidept by Fields. To do this we form a matrix which has a row

for each Criticai lnhcident and a doiumn for each Field. Into the
appropriate resulting squares we enter the relevant Phase destgnation.

~ ) . - K]
. Pl »
c
Example 3. MATRIX
nwnmsorlmnwmuLuwne
. ' * Enter Phase designations in
\ ’ appropriate cells of matrix
- [
Flelds
AW BA 88 etc. .
Critical Incidents A . ’
‘ L]
| | " | Pre-1D Pre-iD
2. Pre-1D Pre-10
Neoed Heeod Heed
3 Assess. | Asseass, | Assess.
"
4, #tc. B N
\

- . ’ . s

" Again the same data have been used. Field AW, during Critical
Incident |, judged It 1o be in the Pre-Identification of Needs Phase.
Al three Fields Judced Crifical Incident 3 to be In the Need
Assessment Phase, I

\ H

This process is repeated for all the Critical Incidents assigned
Phase designations by each tndividual Field. It may be appropriate
to group some Fields with common characterlstics for this matrix.

When completed the matrix indicates a pattern of individual progress
throughout the project. If an individual remains static in one
phase, this will be Indicated as a sequence of repetitions of N
+hat phase. If an individual proceeds ‘in @ highly individualistic
pattern. which is not shared by other Fields, the pattern will .be
indicated down the column for that Field.. |t is probable that

field workers have patterns which are unique.

This matrix yields less information about the shared aspects of the,
process but does indicate how individual Fields characteristically
behave when involved in shared activifies.

r oy

Y "
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/‘\ PATTERNS OF INDIVIDUAL CHANGE . i
. : ' Enter Phase designations in
appropriate cells of matrix
Fields ' T
Critical ' : .
Incidehts ‘
'.
2. s
3. -
4. ‘ .
) (
5. . . ,
6. - : .
. 3
. ‘ v ’
7. .‘w
, =
8.
7
“790 N
:"\«
- L4
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Time-Line Display of Critical Incidents

The' purpose of this display is to indicate the amount of shared

perceptions about which incidents are critical. To do this we draw
a time line along one side of the page and mark the dates of the
Critical Incidents along it. The Fields are grouped on the basis .

of common characteristics within the project and each group is
represented by 2 dj ffarent geometric shape. Those incidents which ,
are viewed as critical by several groups of Fields are drawn as-

a set of colnciding shapes. Those which are viewed as critical by
only one'group 6f Fields are represented by the geometric shape of -
that Field. Whep all the Critical Incidents have been drawn the

_ shapes are connegted by a series of arrows.

‘Example 4. - -
N

. \ . " enter
/ N\ . ‘ x

nK '
|

3 Dé

wter -
1 //5, 6
.
O
4 7 F——
Community Governmental
Field Workers . Citizens representatives

in example 4, three groups of Fields are represented. The field

workers and community citizens share two Critical Incidents (I and 3).

In our experience these are usually community meetings. Between

these two incidents and following Critical Incident 3, the field A\
workers have identified two Critical Incidents (2 and 4) which

are not shared. These are usually ongoing administrative activities
related to the community meetings. Critical Incident 5 is shared

by three groups of Fields. This might be a meeting during which

the community citizens presented a funding request before the
goverdimental representatives. Immedfately following this Incident

the governmental Fleld withdrew from the project. At the same time,
the community Fields were involved in a Critical incident (6) which
resulted in the formation of three smaller groups. This incident

was not shared by the fleld workers who have identified another ‘
Critical Incident (7) which occurred at the same time but which o
was not identified as critical by the community citizens.

The conflict presented by two sets of views about Critical Incidents

six and seven appear to ocgur within a project from time, to time. 21 -
The reason for the conflict is unclear but that fact that it occurs S
may provide important data to the field worker.




. - EVALUATIVE QUESTIONS' _

Our primary objective was to develop an evalﬁaflve,sysfem which
could be used, by any observer with a minimal level of training, to

examine the commuhlfy development process, We were most interested

in.

the point of view of the field worker and, therefore, our.

evaluative quesflons should reflect this concern. o

Some general questions might be:

2,

-

Are the outcomes to date satisfactory? [f not, what alternative
actions could be‘taken to alter the situation? By whom?

Is the pattern of change displayed consistent with the progress
expected? [f not, what needs to be changed, the patterns?
The expectations? What interventions might be useful?

Is the project moving toward the sggsed objectives of the
field worker? O0f the community? [¥ not, what needs changing,
+he direction? The objectives? oo

Is the involvement of the fleld worker consistent with exoecfaflons’
}¥ not, what actions need to be taken?

Is the involvement of other Fields consistent with expectations?
I¥ not, what actions need to be taken?

Are there Fields not involved who, need to become involved?
How? Are there Fields Involved who should not be involved?
What can be done about 11?

Is the project viable on presenf terms? |f not, what changes
are necessary? - -

. Do Fields appear to be sharing in the phase activity? Are they

moving more or less together through the phases? [|f not, what
can be done about [t?

Are some Fields involved in only-one phase of activity?
Is this appropriate? |f not, what can be dome about it?

-

37,
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We have experimented with using this system on at least three
different levels, Each level provides different opportunities
" for evaluation, different outputs, and the answers to différent

questions., These three levels are:

Level |: The process can be used to provide an analysis from the
personal point-of view of the field worker, The field
*.. worker can do the evaluation himself, with a supervisor,
or with a small group of community people who are not
necessarily selected on the basis of involvement or
influence within the project.

4 ~

Leve! 2(a): The ,process can be used with Influential Fields in~
the project. The field worker, or outsidd interviewers,
could use only those evaluative activities which involve
nomination 6f Fields, without gafherlhg any information
about Critical Incidents. On complef[on of the interview
process, the Fields. in groups A, B and O_and the-
‘supportive Fietds would hdave been identified.

2(b): - Once groups A, B and O have been identified, any of these
Fields can be dsked to particigate in an evaluative process
for any - Critical Incident, any portion of the process, or
for the entire project. As more and more major Fields
are ‘Involved in this proceSs, the information becomes more
complete, more_accur?fe and has fewer persona! biases.

Level 3: fhe entire evaluative system can be carried out within

the community. This would probably be done as a post facto
evaluation of the project,

The following three pages present a summary of the three different
levels and the advantages and disadvantages of each.
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USE OF MATERIAL. -

'

One of the first field tests of the Shared Process Evaluation .
System (SHAPES) was made in Williams, Arizona in December, 1974, )
. The descriptive data and pre-arranged interviews were organlized

by the communlty development professionals of the Cooperative

Extension Service. Interviewing was done initially by

Dr. Lynn Davie with the ‘extension agents in attendance and |ater, .

since this was intended to be a training opportumity, by the ¢

agents themselves. . :
An initial project history and other supporting documentation

were collected from the agents. Interviews with Fields were,
conducted using the Field Nominatjon cards and Critical

Incident cards to collect and record data. Phase identification
was made by having fields ‘throw the Q-sort or a shortened form

of the Q-sort and by using the Probe Sheet and Phase 2
Description cqrds.

‘The data collected were plotted and displayed on the fhreé
matrices and the Critical Incidents were plotted visually
along a time-line. The visual displays are attached,

N

7

NOTE: The authors wish to acknowledge the vital contributions made
by .Clarence Edmond, Ed Parmee, Elton Mod6re, and Bill Coffey. J
of the Cooperative Extension Service of Arizona, who provided
the report entitled, "Williams, Arizona -- A Town.That Is i
Doing Things", and who assisted in organizing and conducting
the fileid test of SHAPES. Because of time, constraints, this
case study and summary report were edlted_.and printed before

the extension agents could proof-read the copy. The-authors, " s
therefore, accept full responsibility for any errors or
omlssions to be found in these pages. ! .




~

. »
¢
“'2- ’ ~ .
Al " »

WFLLIAMS; ARIZONA =- A TOWK: THAT 1S DOING THINGS

L3 .
v

°

After years of citizen apathy and slow progress, W|II|ams,a communlfy *

of 2,400 people began a series of events in the spring of 197| which
has caused a rapid change in community attitude and progress.

. ‘ . :

w - . . “
In April of 1971, after hearing about Extension Service assistarnce in .
other communities, City ager Robert Sharp contacted County Agent
Bill Brechan to sege if Exkgnsion could help Williams. The county
agent contacted the Communi Developmen+ specialist, and fhe county
agent visited with Robert Sharp.. A date for a town meeting was set up.
Very few people appeared- for is first meeting, but af a second
meeting with Eldon Moore, Ed Pakyee, and*Jim Williams of the Community
Developmend Section, .a large group . of f5§nspeople appeared. though
they exhibited genuine |nferesf in their town, they feTf thaf® nothing ~
could be done. There had been meetings in the past but no fqllow-up
occurred. The community development specialists outlined a series of
continuous steps. The community develgpment specnallsfs would work
“with the town in developing a community resourcc inventory (uncludlng
human resources), and additional a55|sfance and training as needed.

Based upon this success, ,He townspeop le became |nferesfed in whaT
people thought df their town. The CD team, working with the local ,
people, developed an attitude survey. que§T}onna|re which 'would- be
given to all persons in town who were of high school age or over. On
February 29, about 80 peoplefmet with the community development | .
. ®pecialists for a short period of training, and then the people
broke into groups and 'hand carried fhe questionnaires to all parts of
the city. The next day, the questidnnaires were picked up by the
same teams, and for a few days mop-up work continued. The results of
this survey were published’in the hewspaper on March 16. ' S
Over 90% of the people responded to the survey. . This excellent response
was a crucial factor in stimulating enthusiasm and energ|es of the
people in Williams. The town had moved from an inactive .community fo
one of high enthusiasm and a desire to gef things done.

Based upon fﬁ;'chanqe in attitude of the community and Its desire. to -
improve |fseff the Extension team felt that a meeting of the State
Rural Deve1opmenf Committee in Wil liams was needed. At the request
of the fownSpeopIe the State RDC agreed to hold its 12th meeting with
the communities in ¥illiams on March 21, 1972. At this all-day -
meeting, the fownspeople outlined their major problems in housing,
water, sewers, sanitary Iandflll, environmental improvement, health.
services, jobs, recreation, plannang, communications, and others,
State RDC members were |mpre55ed by the attitude and progress}
exhibited by the people. "As a result, many agreements for communlfy
help were made between the townspeople and the state and federal
agency represenfaflves on this commiffee.
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Tentative agreements were made to hnlp with beautification, water, o

sewers, and industrial developmenf,'qlus others. )

" -
&

. ‘ N ’
Soon after fh|§, a new sawmil | employlnq ‘about 9Q' persons deC{ded to *
move tg Williams after hearing of the toyn's: interest and acf:vafles t.

from Cdarence Edmond of the Community Developmént Section.

At ‘the request of the community, the Extension feam'%e]d classes in

" leadership and communications in May and June, 1972. In both. cases,
citizens taking the training felt that the training sessions had
been Tob short; and in both cases they Mere very pleased Wtfh/¥he

type of training recelved ’ ¢ - a\ o
. Fo%lowung is"a brief list of the progress whlcﬁ followed fhese C ' '
important early accomplushmenfs. . ce * s, \ 7/ .

Based upon the[strong prefdtences of fhé communufy as shown in the ’
* attitude gurve , the town decided’ To have a bond election to obtain
funds for improving thé wafer and sewer sySTems, and developlng a, ‘-
sanitary landfi¥l. This |§§ue passed with a 96. 7% yes vofe.. By? .,
this vote, §he citizens showed other fUndlng agenC|es $ts infense
interest 1n correcting.its water_and ‘sewer problems and in- correcflng e .
its wafer and sewer problems and im developlno a sanitary landfill.
\ . MI
The city used $160, 000 of ‘its bond issue foA its water |mprevemenf i
project. Hetping wufﬁ‘?hus will be funds .from the Soil Conservation %
Service and the four Corners Commission. The Game and. Fish Depattment .
is also interested. The water projects will include construction of v
a one m||||9n gallon tank, sealing of a leaking lake by June, I974
and |mprOV|ng water llnesm . .
- -~ e,
Ot 2he total of $l70 000 needed $80, 000 WI|| come from the.bond
issue for sewer improvement. ther sources of funds include grants .
from the Envuronmenfal Pro%ection Agency, Farmers Home Adminis~ .
traiion, apd the State Health Department. Some of the sewer, system
is now in operation, while all of the sydtem |s expecfed by be
comp leted hy Cecember -15, 1973, , & .
y ' .
The @ity used $26,000 of the bond issue for_ the.sanitary landfill. ‘
Additional funds were received from the Fcﬁ? orners Commission and
Farmers Home Administration., Forest Servicg furnished the land, and

the' county will, construct the road. This landfill will be in operation . . -
 as soon as the road is finished.~~__
. ‘s ‘
A 701 planning grant of $8,000 was received througn the State .

Department of Economic Plannnng and Development. The city mafdhed
$4,000 to develop.a comprehensive §%an. As part of this, a communlfy
prospectus was developed by DEPAD. The 701 plan now in proygress is

being developed with time donated by the Northern Arizona Council of4 *
Governments,
+ Fd Y
1Y
~ v N X
.,.!';'[;-
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The Rodeéo grounds had needed improvement for some time. ]'The city
agreed to.put $20,000 ‘info this impt ovement this year, and for each
of the next four years. At the grounds, a new fire statien has
been completed, construction of a new communlfy center of 60 x 90
feet is in ﬁrocess, and 30 portable stalls have been acquired.

The town did not leave out other aspects of recreation, It has
Jjust spent $15,000 on an overall face-lifting job for the city
swimming pool. It has repaired the Little League . ball field at

a cost of $3,000; and spent $28,000 on a new baseball field.

Two new tennis cousts, costing 56 000, will be complefed by spring.
In addition, the city will spend $I6 000 to develop. a roadway park.
The State Highway Department is cooperating on fhls project and
will spend $27,000.

The city also plans to improve its airport. This will include a
new 4,000 foot runway and repair of the old runway. Agso, the
lighting system will be improved. The city ‘is trying to get
federal help on this project. -

The City hospital, whizh had been closed, was reopened. this year
using Federal Revenue Sharing funds and Emergency Medical Service
funds from the State Department of Public Safety.

-3

Plans for next year include development of a 30 acre industrial
Q& park out by the rodeo groupds.

-
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VISUAL DISPLAYS .

x

>
%

Matrix B: Paf%erns of Shared Change

7. .
The first v!sﬁ?l display tracks the community development process
by blotting the Fields in each Phase by Critical Incident.
The Fields involved are indicated in brackets in the left-hand
column under the description of each Critical Incident. Those who
actually idenflfleJ\qn incident as critical are shown in the cells
of the matrix. { When a Fleld designated both a major and minor Phase
for a Crlflcal~incidenf, the minor Phase occurs in tPackets. ’

The data Indicate that:

-1 The earlié?éCriflcal Incidents predictably fall in the

Pre-ldentffication of Needs Phase (I, 2, and 3).

4

£ 2. As varié%s groups negotiate some, common understandings and

begin o perceive some common goals, they begin to move through
the Meed Identification, Objective Setting and Ptanning Phases
(4;4hrough 7). This progress is not directly linear but appears
to move back and forth through the three Phases.

3. Critical Incidents I8 through 23 cover various activities resulting
from community endeavor and fall in the Planning and Action

', Phases. |t appears that these two Phases occur together.

4
4. From Critical Incidents 24 to 28 a new process begins. A new
governmental agency enters the process. At the same time
the CRD agents move into a Pre-ldentification of Needs Phase
and eventual ly withdraw from direct tnvolvement in the project.

v

Matrix A: Patterns of Fleid tariicipation -

The second visual display tracks the Critical Inci.ents participated
in by each Field in each Phase. For this display the Fields were .
grouped into six sets of Fields which appeared to have common .'
characteristics. All Fields were plotted by inyolvement rather than
just by. incidents viewed as critical. Where there were conflicts or
ambiguities, the evaluating team made a judgement about the Phase

used for plotting purposes.
The-"data indicate that: 7

‘" .

I. There is g concentration of all Fields’in the Planning Phase.

2. The extension agents are particularly active In the Need Assessment,
Objective Setting and Planning Phases and less active in the
Actlion Phase.

[y
»
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3. The cltizens councli! and extension agents roughly parallel -
.each other and'are clearly the combined force which drives
the process.

4, The city councl| approves the project in“the early stages and
Is not involved again until. it Is called upon to Implement
action plans at a legislative level.

5. The two other state agencies are heavily represented In the
final Planning and Actlion Phases because they,supply specific
resources and expertise, but are not represented in the . s o
eariy Phases of the project.

Matrix C: Patterns of Individual Change

The third visual dlsplay tracks each group of Fields as it moves
through the Phases of the community development model. For this
display Fields were plotted only when they identified that

incident as critical. |f more than one Phase was deslgnafed

that is. also indicated. When a Field was known to have parflcnpafed
in a Critical Incident but did not identify that incident as critical,
a question mark (?) was used in the appropriate cell.

The data indicate that: . co . o

I. The extension agents are never involved in what they perceive as
an Action Phase.

2. The extension agents tend to move back and® forth between Need
Assessment, Objective Setting, and Planning. Their Planning
Phases usually occur between Critical Incidents which are
described as community meetings and wusualiy involve ongoing
administrative actfivities which relate to decisions made i - -
at the meetings. The community cltizens do not share fhese
activities and therefore do not Idenfify them as crlficaf

)
’ sl

3. When the other state agencies enter the prOJecf fhe exfension agents
percelve this as 'going back to square one & .

Ir S .
Toe ,w‘v- . m

4. The citizens council and’city manager movg +hrough fhe Phases i
in a continuous process although few of ‘fhem could describe it -
this way. The one exception to this was Field J who remajned .
in the Pre-ldentification of Needs Pbase and who evenfual!yr,. -
withdrew from active parflclpaflon.
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Time-Line Display of Critical Incidents

The fourth visual display tracks the Critical Incidents along a time
line and shows the extent of shared perceptions about the incidents. .
For this display community Fields are shown as circles of varying sizes.
The community Fields were considered to be the city manager, the
citizens council and goal committees, and the city council. "The
extension agents are shown by squares and fhe other state agencies

"as triangles.

The data indicate that:
|. There are 12 clearly shared Critical Incidents out of a total of 28. J

2. In the preliminary stages (| - |3) the extension agents provide

the planning resources and administrative activities required
¢ and these activities alternate with community meetings. The

products of the planning activities are used as resources . .
in the community meetings. _, ., ,,, - - . = U e . s .

3. The leadership and communication workshops and the formation of
the goal committees are viewed differently by the extension agents
"and the community people. The extension agents view them as
separate events which culminate in the decjsion to form the
goal committees: ~. The community peop le -described the workshops
as training which occurred while the committees were being
organized.

4, Once the goal commlffees were formed and the deci-sion-making
processes were decentralized, the extension agents had fewer
opportunities to participate. This, combined with the entry of
the state agencies which provided expertise in the succeeding
Planning Phases, ultimately lead to the withdrawal of direct
involvement by the extension agents. '
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MATRIX B i
PATTERNS OF SHARED CHANGE N

4

s

Conditioms in town prior to start of project:
- population had dropped 33.0% from 1960 to 1970 ' ) «
- cne major industry (sawmill) had closed .
~ the water system had been condemmed.

) PHASES OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
RITICAL INCIDENTS | g OUTCOMES and/or \ U
.§ :3 3’ ONGOING ADMINISTRATION
1a 3] ' -~ . : '
2 g |3 58
- O ‘3 /5] orf
b © -t
g2 18 |8 a3 ,
18 A |2 N ) w|l oqw© - .
i B el” ol ® d-eo :-p 8.5 e gl .
SRS IR RS ER DS T
KRR AN - .
April 1971 - ‘ PR P
Lot - B 3 - = - L .
ity Council and E City Council vwoted to
hamber of Commerce ’ request assistance
et to diascuss .from Extension .
btaining assistancd E was. empowered to set
rom Extension '| up meeting between
E,S,V,4) ] citizens and CRD Agents
May 1971 ]
eeting of CRD C Meeting poorly attended
gents and citizens : Date for another ’
C,R) 1 ol meeting -arranged.
June 1971 ‘ .
eeting of Agents B CRD Agents proposed - /
nd citizens C ‘ Community Resource
B,C,D,E,R) D Inventory (CRI) be
carried out. They
.spent two days collecting
g . data and interviewing
N townspeople.
Letter was sent from
City Council to
Extension afficially
requesting assistance
<. )




TICAL INCIDENTS

PHASES OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

-9 -

OUTCOMES @nd/or
ONGOING ADMINISTRATION

/ : {1 4 2 3 | 4 5 6
June 1971 E ,
eting of Agents L] (Q) D "(C)| Extension agreed to
Citizens Council Q : arrange to have DEPAD
¢,D,E,L,Q,P) P print prospectus
C developed from CRI
June/July 1971 | . ’
lementation of c Labor survey aepect of
ity Reeource: D of CRI designed, pr;nted
entory s \ and mailed.
,C,D) - " \ Data from all surveys
' ‘ compiled into first
draft of report
October 1971 B , )
etxng of Agents I ¢ : D v 1 Pirdt draft 6f CRI "
Citizens Council report rev1eved and
,C,D,E,F,K,I,d,M, reviged
00$PIU$V)"
November 1971 _
letion of second . D Second draft prepared
raft of CRI report and sent to Citizens
B,C,D) Council
December 1971 .
etins or Agents D Second draft accepted.
d Citizens Council Decision made to do
,C,D,R) Attitude Survey (A.S.)
CRD Agents agreed to
prepare alternate
A.S. proposals
Jenuary 1972 ]
eperation of A.S. D Several alternate<= A
lternate proposals proposals prepared and
B,C,D) - sent to City Manager .
January 1972 .
eting of Agents D A.S..alternate proposals

Citizens Council]
,C,D,R)

presented. Council
agreed to use one option

Details on administration
of A.S. finaglized

(5|
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PHASES OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

GUTCOMES and/or

4

Q.ls > 1 5 W row 3 5 -t ‘ONGQIN_Q ADMINISTRATION -
» February 1972 gg -E |t \d P.| Dy | (L) A.S. questionnaire
eting of CRD &} L |-/H . A ; finglizgd. )
gents and Citizens (J) | /(E) Organizational meeting
ouncil (R) to train citizens
siniotration 52 recied o sdminioter
ttitudinal SUI'VBy h - 80 people .involved
three days) ‘ Q people .1 S .
vgrD D L) . - N Questionnaire administered
3Vl 5Y il loy - ) * : throughout community
4 . ~Over 90%.returned.
March 14-15, 1972| . 7 |
eting of Agents ] c’ Presented preliminary |
d Citizens Councill : results of A.S. Reported
(B,C,R) - "in Town Newspaper Mar.l6
3 T . o L Prepared agendasfor . : -
. ' -‘State RDC meeting.
f \ Citizens designated to
‘ organize: presentations
! State RDC agreed- to meet
. i Mgrch 2lst
March 21, 1972 - B
te RDC Meeting - J v | C E ' Citizen groups made )
yB,C,E,F, G, 1,5, |[ (E) - presentations outlining
K,4,0,2,8,7,W) (P) ma jor problems. |
. ; Commi tments obtained from:
= ~ Farmers Home for grant-
5 « Forest Service for
- help with solid waste
. - DEPAD' to print results
) of surveys
April 1972 ]
adership Seminar ’B,‘ CRD Agents designed
esign phase - C: leadership seminar
B,C,E, T Plan sent to-Citizens
. COU.IlCil. ' '
) . Date and design set
Moy 22-24, 1972 : | |
adership Seminar c rad 20 people attended =
sC4R,X) Decjpion made to hold
oo communications seminar
June 26-27, 1972 u: , :
maunications D : Warkshop on community
Seninar - ., E2e communications '
B,C,D,X,U,T,Y,R) " Attended hy 2u people
= i B N Decision made to set up
= - committees to establish
4 PR ¥'al- N R plarz_m,ng goals.for town

-
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PHASES QF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

1

2.

3

4

S

6

—

OQUTCOMES and/or
ONGOING -AIMINISTRATION

June 1972

(R)

T
H
‘P

4

g e b

Decision to form citizens’
goal committees to 'work
on goals arising from
Attitudinal Survey

Six committees formed:
Transportation
Community appearance
Commmity services
Economic devel opment
Housing
Education, culture, end

information. ~

Committees worked 3 months

< TN - )y
August 1972
lication for

1 Planning Grant -
,C,D,Zz, s)

CxX g

(E)

2]

Applied for and received
701 planning grant to
develop comprehensive
plan -for community.

CRD assisted with A-95
Review and Application
for Farmers Home Grant

DEPAD accepted CRI report
in lieu of preliminary
plan for 701 grant. .

Grant received -~ £8,000.

City Councal voted $4,000
to ass1st in plamming

August 1972

Council meeting
H%y elected)

Approved plan to improve
Rodeo Grounds. Proposal
had been made over
several years. Council
voted $20,000 for each
of next five years.

September 1972

ting of City

uncil, Citizens

al Committees,

AD, NACUG, end
Agents

" Meeting with North

Arizona Council of
Governments (NACOG) to
consider development

of comprehensive plan.
Committees to write goals
and submit reports.,
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s IDENT PHA! OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT } QUTCOMES and/or
FHCAL NCIDENTS T = -3 S 5] 5| .ONGCING ADAINISTRATION
September 1972 . ’ e ”
blication of town H | ?Our Cérners Fund (DEPAD)
N B printed prospectus i
prospectua 2. |- .developed from CREZ -
Distr#buted to industries
s ! and community new-~comers
September 1972 -
January 1974 ' . £l1. vas .
ol k “on : . Water system:
pe:?fl'giojecta - City Council voted £160,000
City Council and -+ of bond issue ’
itizens Goal A - = Soil Conservation Service
ommittées ) o and Four Corners Conmm.
E,R,S) , E assisted .
: * ‘= one million gallon holdlng,
tank built’

Dogtown Lake sealed off
with plastic to be used
“~ ' @as reservsir
- improvement of water lines

2., Sewage improvement:
- 880,000 voted from bond
issue by City Council
- Funds also available from
Environmental Protection 4
Agency, Farmers Home
Administration, and State ! '
Health Dept.

. 3. Sanltary Landfill: '

A - = §20,000 votéd from bond
T issue by City Council

- funds also available from’
] , Four Corners Comm.
| Farmers Home Admin.,
/ - ) S - land donated by Forest
) Service and ‘road -

., constructed by County )

4. Swimming Pool improved:
- $15,000 voted hy Council

5. Little League Ballfield
. . improved. Council voted N
23,000 for project ‘

v
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PHASES OF COHHUNITY DEVELOPMENT

"OUTCOMES end/or

+_471 2 3 S 8

ONGCING "ADMINISTRATION

| Continuéq’ B

%

> Ld .

=

.

o E

7.
3

e

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

Fe

13.

14.

13.

6. New Basefield Field:

- £28,000 voted for ,project
by City Council

New Tennis Courts:
- $6,000 votéd for pro’ect
hy Clty Council

Roadway Park:
- built along state h1ghway
- $16,000 voted for project
by City Council
- Funds also availstle from
State Highway Dept.
A831atance also provided -

Improvement of Airport:

- new 4,000 ft. runway

- repa1r 0ld runway and
improve lighting systeﬁ

- request currently being
"made for. federal help

Reopening of City Hospltal-

- used Federal Revenue
Sharing funds and
Emergency Medical Servite
Funds from State Dept.
of Public Safety

Demolztlon of 50 Subatandard
houses

New Sawmill opened:
- employing 90 people
- acquired shortly after
CRI results published

Proposal for Steam Railway
to Grand Canyon currently
being considered

Development of 30-acre
industrial park currently
in planning phase

Proposal for westernizing

main streets currently
being considered

&5
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PHASES OF CO ITY DEVELO: MENT

OUTCOMES and/or

[
) 1. 2 2 5 5 _ONGCING ADMINISTRATION
| June 1973 '
anning meeting of - Developed plan fopr
ty Menager and D | working with NACOG end
Agents ‘ : Citizen groups in
E,Z) y further work- on
v cdomprehensive plan
September and
October 1973
etings between Z Conflict developed
,Agents and between Extension ang
ACOG regarding NACOG gbout which group
1 for plan would provide main
Z,B C,gz) leadership to project -
Co-operative plan
developed
September’ and ~
_QOctober 1973 .
etings between z A p,| (E{ \ NACOG developed own .
itizens groups, co . citizen committees -
COG, and CRD Preliminary work begun
gents NACOG and CRD Agents
,E,Bz, Z, D2 worked with each group
C,D) .
December 1973
COG Plannjng E Worked on comprehensive
eeting \ plan
) st R,E) Extension-decided to
dlsqontmue work on
PproJect- |
December 1P73 to NACOG still working with
- present community to develop
‘ . comprehensive plans
December 1974 “ ; s
luation of project . B L\ralua,}mn resulted
+¢,D,E,H,J,L,0,F,Q . c . inreport as presented
D2 and Reaearchers - --D h.ere. Further report.e
- / ) to follow.

“E

-,




MATRIX. A
PATTERNS OF FIELD RARTICIPATION ¢

Each of the major groups of fields was tracked to discover which
group was most active in which phases the community deveiopment
process. The numbers refer to the critical incidents described on
pages 1 - 7 of this report. '

. . PHASE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
FIELDS . s -
=} o
3 |2 |4 '
.', @ o 8- i
(5} o + 2~
o~ &~ 0 ol -]
Ha8- 13 @ : =
\ ) ol [ N 0+ 4
g 0 o -4 g q ‘Dg -
U 1al o A M < ['e] (3 [{e]
d H. + . g 0 -
o4 [ )] [ )] (3} [ 2] [} [] [ }) n oo
6%5 ° § L 25 .08 §|T8RG
1 ~
| &°81s &8 &2 £1% & |¢~&
Extension Agents 1,2, |a,s5,]12 | 4,5, }21,22]28
(A,B,C,D,2Z 3,24, |16 6,7,
‘ . 05,26 8,9,
10,12,
14,18,
20,28
City Menager 1 l4a,m 13,17,]22 | ,
(E) _ : | 18,20,
. - 22,23,
25,26
Citizens Council 18,17 14,11, 11,27 4,11, {11,19 r“
(RyH,Jd,L,P,CQ,D0 7 - |13 17,20,} 21,22
A R ‘,/,/ 25,26
T L )
.’ ity Council i . 18,20 }19,21,}
o (s)- 1l ’ S
" North Arizona Council -1 20,25,{22 [~ }. #h:
of. Governments L 426 |- ' Sieen T
NACOG (By) & | 27 = LT e
Department of : 18,20 21,22 o ‘
Economic Planning ' . .
and Development .
DEPAD (Z, : -
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) MATRIY. C . , P (
. . . .'J 'v - ) ‘x.)r. “S/.
PATTERNS OF " INDJYV1DUAL CHANGE: SR
. - : . . J
C. . Enter Phase designations in .
L ’ " appropriate colls gf matrix
Fields | Sxt. | City |Citizens| City | NACOG. [ DETAD
TN : Agents | Mngr. [Council |[Council - .
. , | 4,B,C, | E B,ild,&| S a |g Tl
tical Incndenfs,\ D,Z L,P, . 2 2
City Council . ;Enfr:'[\g | (Entry) | . :
Meeting . cre=ib. . : S Y
3. Meetings of | (Entry) . (Entry) . f
agents & cltizengy p.._ 15| ¢ ? g //, o
Meeting of agents - ,/ % L
& citizens Plan. Need Need ' ’ :
Council Assess. Assess. . R
. o T -
5,7,8,2,10 : R
izgn & 1mplement | Plan., - :
bor survey . B 1 2
. - Need
A;;;&gde Need Need Assess i -
J Assess.| Assess. 'UDj.set ' -
d Plano ; /
Action c - A
“Meeting of . < 5
ents & cdtizens | Plan. ? 7 , L
council ' 1+ ' ~ 0
. . . 3
State RLC Need |- 5
meeting. ObJ. Plan. | Assess. - 5
Setting .| Pre=ID é}
Leadership ] ' b 7
prkshob design Plan, -
o : , 4 ‘ e
18 Leadership . Tl . .
Commupiications Keed |. - : : .
Workshops Assess. | T ° T _ gf
' o s {
Formation of L ‘-g}é-lﬁ L. 1
¢ ~mnittees ? Plan. bi.setl .
Plar. ' -w :
. . " “d { . :
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PATTERNS, OF INDIVIDUAL CHANGE
Enter Phase designations in £
' appropriote colls of matrix
Flelds | Ext. City [itizens| City |NACOG | DEPAD.
] . | agents | mngr. [council | council :
e A,B,C, | E R,H,J,6| S 3 1z,
tical —|ncudenfcs\ D,2 L,R:D; 2 ' 2
: - i
L Applicafion ® | (Entry) |, ’
for 701 t 7 Plan., )
p Approval of ‘ ,
pdeo gfounds * |; . Action [|sAction
ravements
- Meeting with: . (Entry) -
hCOG & citizens 7 Plan, 7 . 1
. council <
b Publication ‘of . ; ¢
praspectus . Action | Action I
* :ﬂ q -
.’Ongaihg . ' .
special ©rolects Action | Action | . ' -
'
, Planning o ‘
meeting ¢ .Flan, 7 . ’ .
~d R . ’
- N ! q
25. ?deetings . '
with NACOZ . Pre-ID | Plani.| Obj. ? Is
set. )
» - 4 .
NACCS Meeting : #
C ? Plen, ? ?- , ’
. * 7
L Current N )
ongoing activity ? ¢ ?
'1.' % " . '
5 ° ) y
' Field Test of p - :
l ; o .
Ival, 7 ? . IS
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' .+ SOME LIMITATIONS

.A number of |imitations should be placed on the interpretation
- of the data. these resulf from:

|. Because of time constraints, some data were not collected., The
most important of these data were: :

! a) The votlng patterns and date of the bond issue
b) The voting patterns of the old and new city councils

¢) The changes in city counct| membership resulting from
the municipal elections and the date of the elections. ~

d) The relationship of minority ethnic groups to the
major Fields.

e) One Field who held some negative opinions about the
project was not interviewed because he was out of town.

f) The Northern Arizona Council of Governments (NACOG) )
and the State Department of Economic Planning and * .
Development (DEPAD) representatives were not
available for interviews.

2. There appears to be some limit to the ability of people to
accurdtely recall events after a time lapse. People remembered
best those events and activities which they had helped plan,

: \.//

3. The community people generally did not perceive the project as

. a continuous process but rather as a series of largely isokated
events or meetinags which bore littie relationship to each other.
The extension agents perceived the project as a continuous series
"of acfnvnfles which bore causal relaflonshlps to each ofher.

The one time when this was not true arose over the series of incidents
'surrounding the /Leadership and Communication Workshops and the
/ formation of the goal copmittees. We were unable to get back to
the community people ic clarify their point of view. Our data
indicate that they perceived these workshops as part of the overall
process of forming the committees, rather than as the isolated
events described by the extension agents.




